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M ’ Confrontation II
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An Empirical Examination of Confrontation Efficacy I

& I
People are different from each other. People interact.

As long as these two statements are true, there will
inevitably bé interpersonal frictjons if only as a force for
social change (Coser, 1956).

The area of interpersonal conflict and its EesolutioA has
long been the focus of intensive sttbdy, Reviews by social
psycholégists Holmes and Hiller (1976) and McGrath and Kravitz
.(1982) demonstrate one approach to the study of this topic.
The, emphasis- of this persp;%tive is on_thé.development of
paradigms to explain and reproduce naturally occurring
phenomena.l The reseafch is e%tenéive and p;oéides valuable
insights into interpersonal dynamiés but little is aimed at
the formulation of specific interventions; general éiasses of
action are hore.the rule (e.g., bargaining is a suggested
strategy and may even be defined by a set of criteria but a
specific method or model of bargaining is not delineated.)

‘A class of conflict resolution strategies~-~ one directed
'more at the needs of coungeling psychologists for specific
interventions is Assertiveness Tfaining. Here too, however,

: =

. . . . . . . .
the emphasis is more on general descriptions/distinctions and

types of methods for training clients in assertive behavior

* .

l
I
E : aquisi?ion (Jakubéwéki, 1977a) . #®hile empirical support for
’ the components}bf this training approach are abundant

} (Jakubowski, 19775), little if ény empirical exéloration has

| begg done on specific qodels for conflict resolution. The aim
1

|

< , of this study was to fill that gap through- the testfng of a
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speéifically structured approach to conflict resolution:
_interpersonal confrontation.

The Three Component Confrontation Model

The research into conflict resolution has been more on a

zmacro/genéral level, For example, -negotiation/bargaining

strategies have been explored extensively (Holmes & Miller,

1976), but.no specifics have beéen offered regarding how to

initiate strategies or the best form for such interventions to .

3

take, even though evidence exists that specific structure to t |
. ~

the conflict situationm reduces threat\and stress thus

facilitating interaction (Cohen,1969). Although empirical
. f

evidence abounds which would lead to the generation of °

particular'godels, few have been suggested (Gordon, 1970;

-

'ﬁagngvita hadbourne & Wicas, 19@0) and even these,as already

-

noted, have no empirical evidence supporting their use. .
The Confrontation model tested in the present study is

based on theory developed.by Gordon (1970) in his Parent ¢

Effactivéngss Training approach. Gordon characterizes, ’ \ .

~
2

effective confrontation in terms of “"I-messages." Messages of
this typedare designed to engender dialogue, mutual involement
{Holmes & Miller, 1976), between confranter and confrontee

|
|
\
J
|
regarding the effect of a specific behavior of the confrontee 1
on the cohfronger, i:e., the use of *"no lose" cohflict . .
resolution strategies producing promqtive relationshoés'
{Deutsch ,1973). Other types of statements ("You-messages") 1

tend to be judgmental, accusing and do not offer further

* . s T o '
.involvement or interaction. They are more likely to produce

) /
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defensiveness, anger, or similar reactions which are barriers

. v

to effective communication (Holmes & Millef, 1976).

~

components: a specification of the confrontee's behavior which

’ . . .

|

|

. . |
"I-message" corfrontations*are comprised of three ° ) R
|

l

|

is the focus of a reguest for change, the resulting feelings

\
¥ "

("ownedh by the confronter) and the'effect/conséquence of the 1
|

behavior' on the confrdénter. The confrontation takes the form:'

"Hhen you ~_~__f _____ (behavior), I feel
(Bolton, 1979)
{feeling), because ’ ‘{consequence) ."4 Thus the

- L

model addresses the two primary levels involved in

interpersonal conflict, affective and cognitive (Ruble §&

.Thomas, 1976).,

L]

Each of ‘the components is intended to add to the impact

of the communication: Support for the inclusion of a
cognitive aspect comes from empirical studies by Brehmer (1976)
and Padgett anq {olosin(198§). ‘

. Specifying the behavESr,‘i.e. making the conflict more

concrete (Holmes & Miller, 1976),indicates not only the
" ’ [ 4

‘

'behavior which is the focus oI the confrdntation/request“fof
¢ A |
change, but the particular circumstances allowing for botli
‘ \ - .
ggnetalization and discrimination -- hence the less ambiguous °
. , . J— .

the situation and the more alternatives perceived by those g o

involved in the conflict (Deutsch, 1973; Komorita & Kravitz,

1979; Komorita, Lapworth *6 Tumonis, 1981; Miller & Holmes,
- T T
1975) « Thus distinctions can be made between situations and '

i
. -

the variables wijthin then mak&ng the mutual contract for
change mare easily negotiable and ¥iable. ~

.

5,

Ly 3 . i
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5
?Qé feeling supplies .the impécf-of the behavior 3n the ‘
confronte;. It thus indicates the motivation for the’
requested chaﬁge. "owning" It - saying the feeling in the "I
feel"‘manuer ; makes ‘it a report of an internal state, taking
it out 6f the realm of accusatior. The intention is to
eliminate, as much as possible, the blaming stance
communicated by\fhe wording "You made me feel. . " which
tends to engende;§gefensiVeness, the natural tendency to
attribute causatibﬁ of negative emotions to personal rather
than impersénal forces (Kelley, 1971; #iller & Norman, 1975).
The consequence component is an attempt to extend the‘
confrontees perception of the situation\by indicating the »
result of the behavior on the confronter, effects perhaps
unknpyn or unrecognized by the confrontee. The conseguence‘
ténds to'iegitimiZe,the confrontation by providing data to the
confrontee, This infoFmation can be of two types in
legitimate confrontations (nonlegitimate confrontations are,

. -~

actually disguised values conflicts), either cofsequential or

¥ -

interpretiye. (Holmes and Hiller (1976) make Ehis distincgion
.asing the égrms "pealistic" and "autistic? respeqtively.) In a
coﬂse&hential confrontation the effect is readily observable,
empirical and objeqtive.' In the interpfetive ty e effect
~- due to an interpretation of the.csnfrogteé's behavior --

is'on the relationship, the confronter's perception of the
a.' . T \
Eelafionship or the confronter®s reaction to the confrontee.

* -

Interpretive confrontations tend to regquest clarificaton oﬁ

o ¥ . L] ’ N -
the intention of the behavior and/or the status of the

A . )

. .
. . .
\

> . ~

. . -
: .
.
A
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relationship as a prelude to and facilitation of the

negotiation of a:contract for change (Kelley, Shure, Deutsch,
[ ] 4 b -

Nutin, Rabbie & Thibaut,

L

FPaucheux, Lanzetta, Moscovici, "1970) .

Problem Statement

— —— 4

Gordon's (1970) PET Approach ¥s widely disseminated and
discussed {e.g., Moreland & S5chwebel, 1981; Resnick,
[ 4

1981) >
little effort-has been expended‘esféblishing

However,
empirical'support_for the approach (Tramontana, She;retsﬁs

Authier, 1980). The research which has been conducted is not

empirically sound enough’ to provide adequate substantiation . -

for the use of PET methods (Rinn & Markle, 1977; Tavormina,

1980) . In particular, thg’use of "I—messaée"-ponfron&ation, -

while lodically compelling, haS no direct émpirital support.

N <

Does this cqnﬁrontation model ‘function at all, lat alone
4s predicted> Are eath of the components. necessary? &nd, if

.
-

so, how does each contribute to éttaining the desired{efféct

.

w

negotiation of a mutual "no lose" contxact for behav10r

4

other 51tuat10na1 varlables

These are the questions the

address.

Subjects
The
enrolléd

Unlver51ty of Kentucky.

5

Jof the confrontation (con€r01 of defensiveness and the i

<

L)

change)? Will these ;}fects bgmgon51stent 1ndependent of

such as the sex of the confronter?

present study was designed tpo

subjects were 56 male undergraduale volunteéers

N ‘

in the Introduction to Psychology courae at the

-

-

7 -

LY

Gender of confrontee was not included
. ) ’
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V’,rﬁs a factor in this study Sane 'a parallel study (Remer &

Watson, 1982) collected data on/ females compatible wlth the
. I
present information.’ .

4

‘Subjects were all between |the ages of 18-22. All ,

. .
received course credit “for the L’ participation in the %}udy.

. To test the efficacy he confrontation model an

analogue procedure was employefl. While there are limitatioens

to analogue studies ({Munley, 1974), the relative control and

t4
-

safety afforded ue;e deemed pecessary in an initial T
exploratlon. RN Yo S,
Since confrontatlons~take place ln many contexts, .

declslons had to be made to llmlt the study 1n reasonable and

representative ways: Accordingly the feellng component was

specified to'be anger- the behavior was spécified as belng

. [N -

late for an app01ntment° and the consequence, Jlack of respect,

.was interpretive (being generally more conmon than

~

consequential confrontatlons). These choices were made to

-

provide.a common situation to which most«éubjects‘could relate

\ .

and because the confrontation could take place»elther in a,
» " counsellng, bu51ness or frlendly context, providing a basis
a \ﬁprﬁcomparlson in future studles. R co |
‘,?or_this stud} the situation was structéred to prodoce a

w

confrontation between friends. This circimstance was chosen

as the most universal and Iaast threateping of the options*

.

availablA< thus the easiest one With which'subjects could”

1dent1fy. Also, more 1nterpersonal confllct is manifest when

N .~
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;the indiv?@pal power of those involved is gﬁual (Thibaut &
Faucheux, 1965), thus providing a sterner test for ﬁhé nodel.
To assess the effect of‘fhe differéQt components of the
model, 16 viéeotépé confrontations were recorded.. Eight of
the confrontations yere‘by a sinyle female confronter and the
other eight by a single male, thus including gender of
confronter-as a factor in the design. ’

The two sets of eight'confrontabions were designed to

assess tdie effects of all components of the model, individually

and in combination. The segments of ‘the videotape thus ranged

-

from no components present to all-components present, i.e.,

the full model. The eight segments are presented in Table 1.

Insert Table 1 about here

-
~

» An accuracy check was performéd after the videotapes were
made to insure that the b;nfrontations seemed realistic and
truégto the mod?l. "The videotape was viewed by six experts,
licensed psychologists and advanced graduate students, trained

‘in confrontation using thisimodel. Based on the” experts?
feedback, adjuséments‘were made and the final versions of the
§ideotapés incprpératiﬂg éhe order factor were produce&.

Order of presentation of the components -- whether
subjects saw the full quei first or whether segments ' .
presented built towatd the fuli model -- .-was considered a i

possible confounding variable.’ To assess and control for

these effects the order of presentation of the’number of
® . .

~

components was varied in four ways: ascending (0, 1, 2, 3),

descending (3, 2, 1, 0) and two arﬁitrary orders (2, 0, 3,” 1)

-

.
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and (1, 3, 0, 2)« -

These arrangenents represent two cobpromises\with the
optimal situation, i.e., total randomization of ségmant;.
Since there are 40,320 permutations (possi§;e Bréers))of.eight
segments (the number of permutations of 16 ségments.is an
astfbnomical figure), it was obviously a practical

impossibility to produce on tape for each pb6ssible ordering.

In aidition, not all possible orderings within conbinations
(e.g., behavior-consequencés as comnpared with'éonsequence-
behqvior) were sensible., The logical ordering consistent‘wi£h
the originai model was, Zherefore, ma;ntained throughout
ki.e., behavior-feeling,'feelingconsequenqe, behaviog- )
consequence). The four orderings employed in the study were
selected to control for ordering effects and to provide
information regarding the cumulativeueffeéts of the model

components on learning this confrontation style.

Finally, to control for the possible impact of malé
7

versus fedale confrontee, the subjects were randomly divided.

Half saw the male confronter first, then the female. The
other subjgcts viewed the segments with femalé confronter

first. L.

The 56 subjects,weré aséembled in a roon., - Informed
consent was elicited and they were then randonly assigned to

each of the 8 cells (2 gender orders x 4 presentation orders)

Ye

of the design. (There was one minor error in assignment so

that .the cells were éiqhtly unbalanced).

1]

After the subject’s were moved to the rooms for the

L]

»
-
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presentaéion of the vileotape§, they were given a few ﬁ%ﬁutes
to f;miliarize themselves with the questions/instrument with
which they vwere goin4 te be asked to respﬁnd. Subjects?

questions regarding the‘%rocedures were answered. They were.

also informed that they would be debriefed after the ’

. L :
experiment. - -

>

Instructions regarding the situation in which the
subjects were to try to plwce themselves were read. They werk

informed that théy

L] N v

‘e

were to assume that: 1) they had a strong mutual relationship
with the person they would be viewing; 2) they were
peers/equals with the persé? (not student;£eacher,
employge-employer, etc.); 3) they were approiimately\the
sameé age as the person; and 4) they were both thg same
educétional, socio-economic and religious background.

They were then told to: "Put yoursglf in £Qe situation

and respond to the teﬁ?questions as you would if you weré

‘confronted by a friend as just described.® {Bach video‘

) segment was preceded by a short lead.in attempting to induce

further sense of familiarity with the situation so that =

" subjects would not "cone in cold"). .

After each of the 16 segments, subjects were instructed

to respond using the ten item Expressed Attitude Toward

Confrontation Questionnaire. Approximately 60 seconds were

~alloved for subjects respohse between the showing of segments.

Instrumentation

.The neacﬁioné of the subjects to the componagats of the

v
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1
.model were assessed by.deveioping an instrument expressly for

rating confrontations. The Expressed Attitude Toward

Confrontatlon Questionnaike (EATCQ) Was composed of ten items,

s e

“ o x

nine dealing with the reactions to the confrontation and one

-

Lo . . . {
' akking how well the subjects were able to imagine themselves
in the situation(a reality check).
. . The queséions were direct'and/pﬂanbigious dealinjy with

the various‘aspects/intentions of the interaction important to

.

reductign of interpersonal conflict (Holmes & Miller, 1976):

How cleay is the confrontation? Do you know what you.are
being confronted about?

How fiuch would you change your behavior as a'result of
. this confrontation? ~ .

How much do you feel open to negotiation with youf
confronter? That is, would you be willing to talk over
the problem and try to strike a compromise? .

How much do you understand the confrontation from the
confronter S point of view? \ . !

S > To what extent do you feel angry? Y, -

\ To what extent do you feel defénsive? ' .
'~ R .. . . N o
To what extent do you want to withdraw from the
confrontation? That is, do you feel llke walklng away
frtom your confronter?

To what ‘extent do you want to withdraw from the
relatlonshlb with your confronter? That'is, do you what

td end the friendship? \

Overall, how would you rate thlS confrontation as to
effectiveness?

How well were you able.to put yourself into the role of

the confrontee? ’
Five goxnt Likert-scales were used to elicit isubjects!

ratings. Each p01nt on the scales was anchored by a

description of the subjects! 90551b1e=¢esponse. {See Tahle 3

. - ~ .
.
. 4 .

.
«

- A 12 .
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" for end poinb'anchors.f Half the 'scales were dggigned to be

-

‘reverse scored tq control for possible acquiescence set. The

7

questionnaire' vas field tested and revised to insure 'that the

fipai form was' ciear and*understandable. S

Analysis ‘ o S N a .o
A 'Because‘of the‘conplexity of.the design and the amount of
2

-data colIected a multlple stage, branchlng ana1y51s uas

performed. At the grosSest level-of aggregation an 8 x 4.x 2

. {component x 3;der x sex of confronter) Repeated Measures
hY .

%

Multiple Analyéis of Variance was done across all ten items of

the EATCQ. Next ten 8 x:4 x 2 Univariate kepéated Meaqures

s

'ﬁﬂalyseseef V&riaﬂceafone:forﬁeachvttew' vere-calealated:

Finally, post hoc multlple comparlsonsvuSLng Duncan's Multlple

Range statistic were~performed on each 1ndLV1dua1 factor found

sdgnificant at the p <.01 level for each of the aspects rated

»

on the EATCQ. , -

The factor of order of presentation of sex of confrontee

vas employed only as a‘control variable, It did not enter the

analysis. In addition, a decision was made to evaluate at the

alpha = .01 level because of the large number of degrees of
freedor in ‘the analyses, producing statisticaliy significant
results of little or'no practical significance. )

Results

Multivariate Analysis e .

. The results of the 8 x % x 2 (codpgﬁént x order x sex of

'confronter) repeated measures multlplg,analySLS of variance

ﬂacross all ten Ltems of the EATCQ are presented in Table 2,

® -
H

. ¥ .
+ 13 ) ’ “r Q“ N

-
s
W

&,
-
.
L
;
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./ The Wilk's Criterion for each source of variation has been

converted to an approximate F-value for easier interpretation.

~

The vatiance/covariance matrices which vary according to the

appropriate error for a particular component are not presented

L since they would consume an inordinate amount of journal space

being 10 x 10. They are available from the author upon
; ‘reduest.
. A ' - )

o Significant effects ;efe obtained due to component of the
mo@el;the component ¥ order interaction ahd\the three way .
iﬂtef&nﬁiont By far the most significant effect can be

attribeted éo the influence of the different conponents of the

_model, .

g

re

Univariate Analyses N

‘ An 8 x 4 x 2 (component x order x sex of confronter)

z , . . r
T univariate repeated measures analysis was performed for each

of the ten EATCQ questions. The results of these analyses are

summrarized in Table 3. The means, standard deviations and

cell sizes which correspond to these analyses are not

' presented due to space linitations. They are also available

e from the author upon request. ’

e . N - -

O . L. In each case the effect of the components of the model

3

was h;ghly significant’ {'p <.001). On the ratings of all but

N “possmbllltY of behavior change",veffectiveness of

-confrontation® and "identification®, there was a significant

. component x order interaction. A significant sex of confronter

effect Was ohserved for "poss1blllty of behavior change';a

51gn1flcant order“ (.SeX interaction on "willingness to

-
-

. 14 . -
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negotiate"; and a significant three way.interaction for

.

”

In interpreting the significant effects, the problem of

gorrelated errors which leads to a non-homogeneous

variance/covariancg matrix presents itS@lf. In each of the

. - . “ '} ’ - - ) ) 'L
analyses a significant GreenhouseGelsegr probability was**

w7 (W. ' '
calculated indicating that the significant results obtdined

could be an artifact of this assumntion violation. fn order

/

to cope with this nroblem the procedure suggested by

GreenhoQuse and Geisera{1959) was employed. A liberal test

8
using the paximurd appropriate degrees of freedom available for

the numerator and conservative test employing only one degqree

BN 30
H

\

of freedom for the numerator were conducted. This procedure

.

indicated that all but the significant ccmponent effects and
the sex of confronter effect were equivocal, i.e., significant

on the liberal test but not.on the conservative one. Since the

nultivariate analysis did not evidence any significant sex of

confronter main effect, no further exploration was indicated

~

j\.
there.

v~y ) . -
Pollowing this result, cell means for the interaction

*

effects vere examined and the. strength of the significance for
the interactions wete compared to those for the components.
None of thése analyses produce interpretable results.

v
Considering the eqéivocal outcomes and the lerge number of
degrees of freedom in the analysis which tended to produce

significant results without practical implications, further

exploration of all but the component effects were terminated.




15

Multiple Comaparisons
4

In order to investigate the qffeéts of tﬁe‘iﬁﬁividual
cémponents of the ‘model and cbmbinations of the components the

Duncan's Multiple Range statistic was calculated for each of

) .
the ten questions of the EATCQ. The results of these analyses

TK’O.

that positive outcomes/ratings are consistently to the right

ari presented in Figures 1 The figures are arranged so

. ' for easier comparison. . '

, Insert Figures 31-10 about here "

Although it is difficult to generalize across all ten

itens, one outcome is consistent, the full model (behavior,

feeling- and conseguénce combined) prodhced_as positive.if not’

N . . . ’ ’ . Confrontation 'II -

JdooL . o L < s ) . . ) . ’
* . a significantly mere positive reaction in every instance.
¢ only other result obtaintd with anywhéi% near that consisteficy

! N N M - 0’ - 4-
- is that the "behavior" desciption alone or in combination with

other components has the most_signif}cant posi'tive effect/
e . . : , g

- o but for the nbtable excéptio?s "angry .and dgfensive"'reactions

B fid and the tvwo quebtions }eﬁarding "witﬁd;awaiw{ ?he "no“_ ;
? : : ‘ componént" condition and the "feeling; ;idne ;ondifiogwtend to
?{ produce the m;st negatlve reactlons, be;qg‘ pted at or pear )
% : the 1owet end of each scale. Other poss”ble patterns wlll be

- o

noted in the d150ussxon section. :

-
.

cal slgnlfxcance

" - Practical .
The large number of statistically significant résults in

by the hypothesized direction are encouraging and informative.
: ; LA . °

However, .,the large number of degrees of freedom'availéble in

.

:the analyses could produce these findings even with relatively

s , . . , .
NV LA ¥ o N Wetw o Do . REN M
0oy, Bfan o e oa et kg T RS R - -

RVEXW LS

The’

e
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minor djfferences in the subjects' reactions.

#hat are the practical implications of the use of the
model? , To ansver phi; question; t§e range of the medn ratings
on each item vere examined. 1In looking at the differences in
the ratings of the ten aspects Jf confrontation, practical )
51gn1f1cances - shlfts fin reactions from neutral position or
ong end of the continuum to the other - were obtained in every
1nstance,.except the two ta;ings of "desire for withdrawal".
Only thesSe two I tings falled to produce an rndlcatlon of a
significant praéilcal shlft in attitude, even though a

statistical significant result was observed. In each ‘case,

however, no negative attitude Was expressed originally. .

Discussion
‘J..The results indicate overwhelming support for the use of
' the full nmodel whén confronting males whether the confronter
is male or female. The consistenéy of these :findings across
all dimensigns of the EATCQ provide vindication for the'use of

the full model as an effective form of communication in all

o

instances. ‘-\\\\\b
A Worth noting is that theNbehavioral description alone

seétg to,produce positive reactions. This finding would lead'

one to believe that direct, copcise criticism, while .

— v

ﬁotentially threatening; can provide a basis for negoéiation
r

Y

of changes vith \male friends whether done by males or other
? females. This finding is'congrueﬁtywith those noted earlier.
3 P fron -the Social Psychology li terature .

Males generally could only identify with the confrontee’

N . ~
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to a moderate degrée at best. It could be hypothesized that

17

they had difficulty putting themselves in the situation

because they do not find themselves either confronting or

]
T

being confronted often. Given the malds reaction —- R

~

- : .
perseverating with the confrontation without becoming overly ‘
angy or defensive meor desiring to withdraw from either the
confrontation or the relationship -- this conclusion seens

ra v ~
tenable. However, the lack of identificaticn could also have

decreased emotional reaction. Further investigation seems
warranted to clarify the sdituadtion,
» °

While the results of the present study utilizing males

subjects seems compatible in general with the results obtained

h B W d i od N . W aVall.TY .. 3
— = eariter for femates (Rewer & Watsonm, 1982y, ore—particudas-

discrepancy is evident. The impact of the feeling component on

!

L " hales' and females'angry and defens*ve reactlons 1§ﬁElearly ) -
M . ) \
dlfferent Hales do not seem as effected emotlonally hy-

a,

confrontatlons as do females, or else they handle the " impact’

oy
. dlfferently. Gen&er dlfferences (Kimmel, Pruitg, Mageﬁé%
; mbnar~Goldhand & Carnevale, 1980) and personality differencés
v . 1

. .(Hermann & Kogan, 1977)' have been found previously in |
. ‘interpersonal conflict situations. A ééﬁpgrison of the

differences between males and females would shed light on

e %
N

these dynamics. Perhaps hints from sex rolé‘deVelopment

A

literature would contribute to further understanding and -

indicate how the use of the ,model could be enhanéed. Cleafly, . T
_there is a need for additional eiploration in this area.

Similarly, quéstions of w@ether similar outcomes-could be
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v ) obtained with other popul;tions are worth addressing.

Cértainly the effects of other cultural, economic and social

backgrounds require investigation,. '

P S e et - - N

Since the options included in the design of this study
P - . * * - 3 k3 ) ‘u
| o % *u?re‘cgosen to be realistic (being late for an appointnent)

A4 <

. e . - -
most typical (an interpretation of a friend's behavior as the

o~
-

consequence) and most threatening (angry feelings), it seems
reasonable to conclude that other possible -.e.g., feelings of

. hurt or concern, other specific behaviors or more observable .
v ) I -

.

. consequences,other types of relationships such as
counselor/client - would produce eayally or note salutory

effects, However, these are gquestions which can be easily

addressed empirically in future studies. The strength of the
: .

results would indicate that such further exploration would
)
prove profitable and should be done. h

b}

Conflict in interpersonal‘felatiénéhipé is inevitable.

There is every indication that the three component mogdel

€

tested can proyide a‘viable means for facilitating negotiationi

-

and possible ces?%ition of such conflict. The specificity of

the model goes ‘far in-making it an understandable, adaptable
y i

and teachable method for h;lping persons communicate their

.

« frictions effectively.

‘ s -
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' . Table 1 < 5 . . N
* .Videotape Segment Formats \
/ v . -
. . . c -
3 # of Components,; Combination of Actual
Segnment Present ) Components Wording
: ’ 1, . 0. none WDamn youl" . ' '
. L 2 1 bebavior "You're late for our . .,
) L. appointments" :
3 1 feeling “I'm-really angry."
o, . 4 - .1 consejuence "I think you have no respect
-/ ‘for me or my time.” -,
. 7 . Lo
' 5 ° i 2 feeling and- "I'm realky angry because -
- Y behavior you're late for this
appointment.?
“ 6 .2 feeling and "I'm really angry because I .
, » consegquence think you .have nd respect . *
. . \\ for me or wy time."
7 2 behavior and "You're-late for our . ° °
- ' conseguence appointment and*I think
you have-no respect for
* ’ me -my time." o
N R 3 behavior, "When you're late for. our
; feeling and appointment, I feel angry ,
consequence because I think you have.

-~

.

confrontation I

e

no-respect for me or my .
tine." .



Table 2

.

. ‘ '8 x 4 x 2 Repeated Measures MANOVAE Component x Order x Sex of Confronter

Source of Variation Wilks® Criterion’ F Value Approximation af ' P
Component (C) , 0.23 8.54% 70/2076 0.000
order (0) 0.47 1.23 : 30/126 0.217 N
" Sex of confronter (S) : 0.75 .. 1.43 10/43 . 0.199
CxO0 _ 0.41 " 1.53 _ 210/3640 0.000
Cx$S 0.82 - 1.02 " 70/2070 0,425
T \ , .
© 0 xxs / 0.47 ’ 1.24 . 30/126 . - 0.206
4 . " o . . .
Cx0,xS 0.48 1.31 210/3233 0.002
v : N - .
\';.' ‘, o h ’
. lRun bn SAS (Statistical épaiyéis System). Variance/Covariance Matrices are too numerous and too large

(10 x!lO) to include in the article. They can be obtained from the author.
. . )

2Underfined F-values are significant p<.0l.
\
\ C ' PR i b ™
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8x2 x4 Repeated ¥ecasures Univariate ANOVA (Component x ‘Order x Sex of Confronter)

Table 3

Aspeci Assessed Range of Assessment Source of Variation MS df  Error {IS | ‘g_f_ F P

Clarity of confrontation 1 =‘\Tot;ally clear ‘Component © 97.37 7 1.28 364 76.05‘ 0.00

S—. > Vag‘ue ' Order (0) “ 0.63 3 5.56 52 0.11 0.95

Sex’ of ?onfrontefr (s) 0.0L. 1 0.89 52 0.01 0.93

A > ‘ Cx0 3.35 21 1.28 364  2.62  0.00

. - Cx’s 0.85 7 0.39 364 216 0.0

0xS 0.36 3 0.89 52 0.41 0.75

Cx0xS 0.62 21' 0.39 364 1.58 0.05

Possibility of behavi'or“ 1 = Definitely would Component (C) 14.99 7 0.90 364 16,85 0.00
change remain unchanged . ) : )

d 5 = Definitely would Order (0) 4.05 3 6.33 52 0.64 0.59

- change . & *

Sex of confronter (S) 5%52 . 1 0.70 52 7.84 0.01

. Cx0 0.85 21 0.9 364 0.9  0.51

CxS . 0.32 7 O/ﬁi\ 36;4 1:03 0.4'1

; 0 x S 0.49 3 0.70 52 0.69 0.56

N Cx0x8 0.31 21 0.31 364  1.00 0.47

Willing to Discuss/ 5 = Totally closed Component (C) , ‘15.56 7 0.65 364 23.87 °0.00

Negotiate Problem . ) '

1l = Totally opened Order (0) 5.31 3 8.91 52 0.60 0.62

o Sex of confronter (S) 0.12 1 0.62 52 0.20 "0.66

~ Cx0 1.69 21 0.65 364  2.60 0.00

E CxS | 0.35 7 0.37 364 0.95 0.47




Table3(Con't)

~

Aspect Assessed ‘Range of Assessment Source of Variation MS df Error MS daf

N 0xsS 2.31 3 0.62 52 3.74 0.0

Cx0xS ) 0.446 - 21 . 0.37 364 1.21 024
Understand confronter's 1 = Totally confused Compohent (C) 55.81 7 " 1.09 364 51.01 é.OO
perspective 5 = Totally understand ’ .
. Order (0) 1.94 3 4,07 52 0.48 0.70 .
{ Sex of confronter (S) 0.00 1 0.67 52 0.01 0.94

Cx0 2,67 21 . 1.09. 364 2.44  0.00
CxS 0.22 7 ,0.43 364 0,51 0.83

. 0xS 0.65 3 0.67° 52 0.97  0.41

Cx0xS$ 0.33 21 0.43 364  0.77  0.76

Not at all Component (C) 12:47 7 0.72 364 17.30 ' 0.00

Angry 5=
T ?iVid Order (0) 2.33 3 4,55 52 0.51 0.68 °
. Sex of confronter (S) ~ 0.31 1 0.61 52 0.51 .0.28»'
) Cx0 _ 2.54 21, 0.72 . 364  3.53 0,00

CxS ’ . 0.28 =i 0.29 364 0.99 | 0.44 ,

Cx0xS8 0.48 21 0.29 . 364 1.9 0.03

Defensive 1 = Not at all Component (C) ©..9,13° 7 0.94 364 9.75 0.00
. 5 = Totally defensive ’ . :
Order (0) 6.12 3 6.54 52 0.93° 0.44

. 2] \ - -
‘-Ez . Sex of confronter (S) 2.12 1 0.77 52 2.75 0.10



Table3(Con't)

Aspect Assessed Range of Assessment Source of Variation M ¢f Error MS = df F P .

; Cx 0 : 2.59 21 0.94 364 2.77 0.00

\_A4 CxS 0.08 7  0.32 364 0.26  0.97

0x S 0.19 3 0.77 52 0.25  0.86

. e
- Cx0xS 0.68 21 0.32 364 ° 2.15 0.00
Want to withdraw from 5 = Dpon't want to Component (C) 5.41 7 0.59 364 9.24 0.00
confrontation withdraw at all . .

1l = Definitely want ‘Order (0) 12.49 3 7.16 52 1.74 0.17 |

to withdraw ‘ .

Sex of confronter (S) 0.94 1 0.76 52 1.24 Q.27

Cx0 1.48 . 21 0.59 364 2.53 0.C0

CxS 0.14 7 0.33 T 364 0.43 0.88

0xS 1.86 3 0.76 .52 2,44 0.07
./ - Cx0xS8 0.49 21 0.33 364 1.49  0.08 |
- T ; - \
‘ : (Want to withdraw from 1 = Don't want to Component (C) 5.80 7 0.50 364  11.71 0.00 - |
. relationship ~withdraw at all W
[ ' . 5= Definitely want Order (0) 6.46 3 5.43 52 1.19  0.32 |
| o " to withdraw . : .
L« : Sex of confronter (S) _1.36 1 0.32 52 4.20 0.05 J
| - ) \ Cxo0 1.21 21 0.50 364 2.44 0.00 ‘
i £xS 0.28 7 021 364 ‘135 0.2
i o 0xS 0.3 3 0.32 52 1.05  0.38 ° 1
L _ . sl |
. Cx0x$8 +0.31 ' 21. 0.21 364 -1.48 . 0.09- |
O ' \)1 ‘
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Table3 (Con't)

~

Aspect Assessed Range of Assecssment Source of Variation MS df Error MS af F P
Effectiveness of : 5 = Totally ineffective Component (C) 20.02 7 0.98 364 20.35 0.00
confrontation 1 = Totally effective .
Order (0) . 1.20 3 5.31 52 0.23 0.88
. )
. Sex of confronter (S) 1.34 1 0.64 52 0.21 0.65
Cx0 1.19 21 0.98 364 1.21 0.24
‘ s
' R CxS ) 0.29 *7 0,42 364, . 0.69 0.68
 o0xs 1.15 3 0.64 52 1.81  0.16
Cx0xS - 0,49 21 - 0.42 364 1.18 0.26
Able to identify 1= Not at all Component (C) 8.00 7 0.88 364 9.14 : 0.00
with confrontee 5 = Totally into role
- order (0) 20.56 3 5.82 52 3.53  0.22
Sex of confronter (S) 1.18 1  0.97 52 1.22  0.27
Cx0 0.96 21 0.88 364 1.10 0.35
’
CxS . 0,28 7 . 0.39 364 0.70 0.67
0xS 0.80 3 0.97 52 0.82 0.49
Cx0xS$ 0.55 21 0.39 364  1.40 0.12
. . ¢ y
“*Underlined F ratio's are significant p<.0l.- ‘ - .
‘ I
u

- .
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’ ) Table 4

’ 4 Py ‘
> . =y .
. . Cell M2ans and Standard Deviations for Ten.Confrontation Aspects Assessed
‘ Genéer of Confronter: . . Male Female
¢ 4
“ Order of Presentaticn: ' Ascending (All cells for ascending B * 14) . Ascending -
Cozponent of Model: None B E c BE EC 3¢ BrC None B E c BF o) i \.__BFC
sssect . g .
. ’ &
Clarity (R) 4.50 1.86 4,29 3.21 1.93 3.07 1.93 1.71 §.50 2.00 4.07 3.21 1.79 3.29 2.14 1.79

(0.85) (1.03) (0.61) (1.25) (1.00) (1.27) (1.07) (1.20) (0.52) (1.04) (0.62) (1l.25) (0.89) (1.27) (1.23) (1.19)

Change * 2.57 3.07 2.43 3.14 3.21 3.21 3.21 3.36 2.57 3.00 2.36 ~ 3.00 3.07 3.00 2.93 3.14
(1.40) (0.62) (0.94) (0.86) (0.70) (0.97) (0.80) (0.93) (1.16) (0.88) (0.84) (0.96) (0.83) (0.96) (1.00) (1.10)

,

Negotiation (R) 3.00 2.57 3.07 2.93 2.29  2.86 2.36 2.14 2.93 2.29 2.50 2.79 1.93 2.57 2.29 2.07
. (1.36) (0.85) (1.07) (1.07) (0.91) (1.10) (0.93) (1.10) (1.27) (0.99) (1.02) (0.97) (0.73) (0.94) (0.81) (1.14)

“aderstanding 1.71 3.93 2.29 2.79 3.93 2.57 3.57 3.64 1.79 3.79 2.14 2.71 4,07 2.7, 3.43 3.71
(0.73) (0.83) (0.62) (1.05) (0.92) (1.09) (1.28) (1.45) (0.80) (0.89) (0.86) (0.83) (0.83) (1.07) (1.22) (1.33)
Anger 3,79 4,50 4,36 3.57 4,57 3.71 4.07 4.07 3.93 4,50 4,43 4.07 4.71 3.86 4.00 4,14
(0.89) (0.65) (0.63) (0.76) (0.51) (0.83) (0.62) (1.38) (0.83) (0.52) (0.65) (0.92) (0.47) (1.03) (0.68) (1.03)
Sefensiveaess (R) 1.34 2.00 2.14 3.07 1.86 2.64 2.64 2,21 2,43 2.00 2.07 2.71 1.93 2.57 2.29 2.29
. (0.95) (0.68) (0.95) (1.07) (0.53) (0.93) (0.84) (0.97) (0.94) (0.78) (0.62) (1.07) (0.62) (0.94) (0.83) (1.14)
Withitawal from 4.50 4.71 2.43 4,07 4.50 4,29 4,21 4.29 4,29 4,64 4.29 4.14 4:64 ’ 4.21 4.43 4,36
Cozfrontation | 0.76) (0.47) (0.94) (1.27) (0.65) (0.92) (0.89) (0.99) (0.91) (0.50) (0.83) (1.10) (0.50) (0.97) (0.76) (0.84) .
7 ) :
Withdrawal fronm 1.64 1.21 1.36 1.64 1.36 1.36 1.50 ,3.29 1.43 “1.21 T 1,29 1.50 . 1.36 1.36 '1.36 1.50 ;
Relationship (R) (0.84) (0.443) (0.63) (0.93) (0.63) (0.63) (0.65) (0.62) (0.51) (0.43) (0.47) (0.76) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.65) |
zf£fectiveness (R) 4,00 3.14 -+ 3.86 3.36 3.00 3.43 3.07 3.07 4,14 3.50 3.86 3.64 2.93 ? 3.50 3.29 3.07 |
(0.96) (1.17) (0.77) (1.01) (1.11) (0.879 (1.07) (1.21) (0.95)  (0.76) (0.95) (1.01) (2.00) (0.85) (0.99) (1.27)
Idgn{ifica:ion 2.36 3.21 2.14 2,43 3.21 2.43 2,79 2,93 2.93 3,00 2.50 2.50 3.29 2.64 2.86 2.86 i
(1.08) (0.89) (0.77) (1.09) (0.97) (0.85) (1.05). (1.07) (0.94) (0:33) (0.76) (0.94) (0.91) (1.01) (0.95) (1.03) o
Cell = ?g;? (R) indicates reverse gcored item, i.e., a higher score is less desireable |

@. t} ‘I' '. . . ‘

. - N




Cender of Confronter:

Ocdar of Presentation: , Descending
Cosponent of Model: None B
Aspact
Clarity (R) 4.43 3.00
(1.09) (1.41)
Chazge © 2,50 2.93
(1.45) (1.21)
Sagotiation (R) 3.86 2.93
1.17) (1.27)
Understznding 2.21 3.14
(1.12) (1.35),
Anger 3.07 3757
1.21) (1.02)
Jafeasiveness (R) 3.64  2.93
‘ o (1.28) (0.73)
withdrawal from 2.71 3.57
Cowsontation (1.38) (1.09)
2.79 2,07

- Igentificalicn

Q
ERIC
ezt

(1.25) - (1.00) °

PR

3.64 s3.21 ’

(1.39)

2.93
1.27)

)

ey

(1.25)

3.29
(1.27)

Table 4 (Con't)

Male

(‘A%l cells for Descending n’™= 14)
1

F c BF FC BC
4.07 2,36 2.31  2.36 2.21
(1.00) (0.93) ' (1.25) (1.01)  (0.97)

T 2.4 2,93 3.00  3.29 3.07
(1.17) (0.73) (1.08) (0.91) (1.00)
2.93 '2.21 3.00  3.29 7.86
(1.33) (0.89) (1.22) (1.14) (1.17)

‘2.36  3.64  3.31  3.07 3.50
(1.08) <0.93) (0.95) (0.92) (1.02)
4.00 4.29 3.85 3,79 3.79
(1.18) (0.83) (1.07) (0.89) (0.89)

T2.71 2.36 2.62  2.64  2.71
(1.54) (0.84) (0.87) (1.01) (0.91)

\

3.93 4.43  3.69  3.57 3.86
(1.33) (0.85) (0.85) (0.94) (0.86)
1.71  1.29 1.85  2.29 1.71
€0.99) (0.47) (0.90) (0.99) (0.73)
4,21 3.21 2.92 2.86 3.07
(0.89) (0.70) (0.95) (1.03)  (0.92)
3.00  3.29  3.31  3.36 3.43
(0.78) (0.61) (0.85) (0.93)  (0.94)

BFC

1.93:
(1.07)

3.50
(0.85)

2.00

(0.78)

3.79
(0.89)

4.50
(0.65)

2.21
(0.97)

4.00
(0.96)

1.29
(0.61)

2.64
(0.84)

3.43
(0.85)

Des*nd ing
None B
4.57 2.71
(1.09)  (1.44)
2.43 2.79
(1.40) -(1.12)
3.86 2.86
(1.10) (1.17)
2.00 3.14
a.04) (1.41)°
3.07 3.93
(1.07)  (0.73)
3.57 2.64
(1.28)  (0.84)
3.21 4.14
(1.25)  (0.66)
2.36 1.93
(1.08) (0.73)
3.79 3.21
(1.48)  (1.12)
3,21 3.21
(a.37)  (1.19)

.

E

“

3.86
(1.17)

1.93
(0.83)

2.86
(1.23)

2.07
(0.73)

4.43
(0.65)

2.64
(1.39)

4.21
(0.70)

1.43

(0.51)
4.21
(0.80)

3.00
(1,04)

v

Y

4(0.52)

Fem

e

2.43
(0.94)

2.79
(0.70).

2.07
(0.83)

3.43
(0.94)

4.50

2.36
(1.01)

4.38

(0.50)

1.29
(0.47)

3.36
.63)

3.21
(0.89)

4

ale

2.20
(1.26)

2.93
(0.80)

3.00
(1.13)

3.47
(1.30)

4.00
(0.65)

2.47
(0.79)

3.80
(0.86)

1.80
(0.68)

3.33
(1.05)

“3.20
(1515)

2.50
(1.16)

2.86
(0.95)

2.64
(1.08)

3.21,
(1.05)

3.93
(0.92)

2.50
(0.76)

4.07
(0.92)

1.86
(0.86)

3.07
(0.73)

3.00

(0.78)

2.36
(1.01)

2.50
(0.76)

2.36
(1.15)

3.50
(1.16)

4.36
(0.63)

2.50
(1.02)

4.29
(0.83)

1.50 .
(0.65)

3.43
(1.02)

3.07
(1.00)
X

“

g

1.93
(1.00)

3,29
(0.83)

2.43
(1.02)

3.86
(0.95)

4.00
(0.88) .

2.43
(0.76)

4.14
(0.66)

r

1.64 .
(0.84)

2.79
(0.80)

3.71
(0.99)

Q2
~1



| Order of Presentation! [Random
| i
} \ Cozponent of Model: !xone
} ' AsDe 7/ 4’
: :i | |
} Clarity (R) [ 4.31
| | (1.18)
Chraage 2.85
(1.46)
Yegdtiation (R) / 3.38
' (1.39)
1
L’:xders:and‘;tn;; /" 1.85
/ (0.99)
' /
anger | / 3.00
/" (1.15)
Defexsivenass (RY 3.62
: (1.19)
./
wxchara.al fro 3.77
Con:rc1,aci (1.59)
i «
withdrawa Zrom 2,23
Re:.acion ip €R) (1.36)
|
|
Eifectiveness (R) 3.92
1 < (1.32)
Iéeati@é%acion 3.00
' (1.53)
/ f -
/]
/ |
|
/- *
//// N .
\
\ \
{
’ . ! N .
Q l

2.23 4

2.85 2.
(0.90) (1.

2.31 2
1.03) Q1

3.62 1.
(0.87) (0.

4.69 4,
(0.48) (O.

2,46 2
(1.13) Q1

4.85 4.
(0.36) (1.

s

1.15 1.
.87)

(0.36) (0

(all

.62
(0.83) (0.

65)

62
12)

.92
.12)

69
75)

31
75)

.54
.20)

23
01)

62

.15
.80)

.08
.44)

Male

cells for random n = 13)

C

3.23
(1.42)

3.00
(1.08)

2.69
(0.95)

3.00
(1.15)

3.85
(0.90)

2.77
(1.17)

4.15
(1.14)

1.77
(0.83%

3.62
(0.96)

2,92
(1.12)

if?‘] FC
’

2,15
(1.14)

3.00
(1.00)

2.77

(1.30).

»
3.69
1.25)

4,23
(0.93)

2.85
(1.28)

4,08
(0.95)

1.31
(0.63)

3.23
(1.09)

3,85
(0.90)

.62
.50)

.23
.17)
.46
.97)

.23
. 24)

.28
.83)

.08
. 26)

. 54,
.78)

.77
.93)

.08
.86)

.31
.44)

F 2

Table 4" (con't)

3¢ BEC
2.23 1.62
(1.36) (1.19)
2.92 4.00
(0.86) (0.91)
2.00 2.23
(0.91) (0.93)
3.62 4,15
(0.96) (0.90)
4,69 4.31
(0.48) (0.75)
2.54 2.38
(0.97) (1.19)
4.46 4.54
(0.88) ‘§0.97)
L -4
1.46 1.23

(0.66) . (0.60)

3.5 2.15
(1.07)  (1.14)
3.38 O\ 4.31
(1.26) \(0.85)

Random

None

4.77
(0.60)

2.69
:1.25)

3.46
(1.39)

2.00
(0.82)

3.15
(1.21)

3.69
(1.32)

4.00
(1.41)

2.00
(1.22)

3.3

(1.38)

3.31
(1.18)

2.62
(1.26)

2.54
(1.05)

2.69
(1.18)

3.46
(0.78)

4.69
(0.63)

2,23
(1.17)

4.62
0.77)

1.15
0.38)

3.54
(0.78)

3.15

1.07)

4

2.
(1.

3.

.15
(1.

14)

69
18)

15

(1.07)

.15
.69)

18)

.38
.65)

.83
.69)

.92
.19)

(1.12)

(1.01)

(1.09)

3,08

(1.32)

(1.04)

(0.97)

(0.95)

3.23
(1.01)

.01)

.69
.11)

77
.77)

.38
.12)

.31
.63)

.38
.19)

.38
.96)

.46
.97)

.62
7))

.31
.95)

.95)

.31
.25)

.62
.12)

.85
.99)
.15)

.85
.28)

.31
.32)

.62
.33)

.92
.86)

.38
.87)

.90)

.38
.87)

.54
.05)

62
.04)

.23
.83)

.62
.26)

.62
.51)

.31
.63)

.92
.86)

.46
.97)

(0.75)

1.23
(0.44)

2.15
(0.90)

'3.46
(1.05)
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‘Gender of Confronter:

Order z£ Presentatiom:

‘ ‘o
Cozponéat of Model:

Random Reversed

A .

;; .
; it
' ¥

2
‘ .

Male A

None . B F c BE - ¥c

-

asoect ‘
i1l

* Clarity (R)
. Change
E
- Xegotiation (R)

Understanding

)

Anger

ngeg;{venesg R) ’

* withdrawal from
Controntatjon .

withdrawal from
Relationship (R)

Effectiveness (R)

&

ldeatification ’

T (1.19) (1.26) ,+(1.20) ~ (1.25) (0.85)

" 3.80

v 313
- (1.25) (0.72)

2,67

t2.33
4.98)

3.33
(0.62)

3.53 3.207 3.93 2.00 2.00

73,20 3.67

2.86 “3.27° 2.7
¢ (1.21) (0.82)

1.45) (0.88) (0.80)

2.93 , 3.13°
(0.86) (0.80) (0.74)

2.53 2.67
(0.92) (0.72)

2.80
(0.68)

3,60 3.47
(1.06) (0.79)

2.00 2.67 2.00
(0.92) (1.29) (0.85)

3.33
(0.82)
4.23  4.60
(0.63)

4.27 3.87 3,87
(0.59) (0.83) (1.06)

2,33 2,73 2.47
(0.72) (0.88) (0.99)

2.87
(1.06)

2.60
(0.91)

2,07
(1.10)

4527 0 4,20 4,33 4.13
(1.03) (1.01) (0.72)- €0.99)
. L%

-1.40
(0.74)

3.40 4.60
(1.45) (0.51)

1.73  1.60
(1.16) -(0.91)

1.40
(0.51)

2,27 1.27
€1.33) * (0.46)

3.27
(1.03)'

3.73 3,33 3.93

. 3.00
(1.03) (0.98) (0.70)

(0.93)

3.40
(1.12)

3.07 3.33
"(0.80); (082)

2.60 2,33

2.93
.12y * {0.72)

(1.05) (0.8?)

.

BC

1
v,

2.33
(0.82)

3.40

50574)

} .
2.73

(0.80),

3.27
(0.54)

4.13
(1.06)

2.5%
(0:92)

4.27
(0.70)

1.47
(0.83)

3.20
(1.01)

2.87,

(0.64)

Table 4 (Con't)

(allicells for raﬁdom‘reversed n * 15)

BFC
s
2.20
(1.32)

4.07
(0.88).

2.27

a:22)

3.80
(1.08)

3.73
(1.10)

3.27
(1.03)

3.80
(1.26)

1.73
(1.22)

3.00
(1.25)

3.53
(0.99)

(]

Random Reversed

None

4.27
(0.88)

2.60

(1.30)

3.80
(1.01)

1.87
(0..64)

3.20

(t.o1) °

2.93
(1.10)

3.40
(1.24)

2.00
(1.25)

3.67
(1.18)

2,40
(0.91)

B

[}

2.73
(0.88)

3.13 -
(0.99)

.2.60
(0.63)

2.60

.+ (0.91)

4.20
(0.68)

2.60
(0.63)

4.13
(0.64)

1.47
(0.92)

3.47

" (0.99)

2.67

(0.90)

'

3.73
(0.88)

2.33
(0.90)

2.80
(0.94)

1.87
(0.74)

4.67
(0.44)

1.73

. (0.46)

4.13

Female

A

<

2.47

(0.99)

2.93
(0.70)

2.87
(0.74)

3.20
(1.15)

4.40
(0.51)

2.07
(0.46)

4.13

(0.83) ~1(0.92)

1.40

.(0.63)

4.47
(0.52)

v

" 2.07-.

(0.80)

1.53

(0.74)

3.33
(0.82)

2.80

2.20

0.77)

3.27
(0.59)

2.87
(0.64)

3.40
(0.63)

3.60
(1.06)

2.87
(0.84)

3.93
(0.88)

1.73
(0.88)

3.07
(0.96)

3‘00

*

2.53
€0.99)

3.00°
(0.76)

3.07
(0.59)

3.00
(0.65)

3.73
(0.88)

2.87
(0.74)

4.00
(1.00)

1.87
(0.99)

-

3.13
(0.83)

2.73

€0.94) (0.65) (0.96)

2.
. (0.

3

2

1.
1.

2.
(0.

49)

.33
(0.

49)

.93
.59)

.33
.62)

.60
.99y

.67
.82)

.07
.96)

67
05)

80
86)

AN mren e N,

|
.
.

~

1.73
(0.80)

3.40
(0.74)

2.33
(0.62)

3.93
(0.70)

4.07
(1.03)

2.53
(0.92)

4.40
(0.63)




* ) Figure 1

N P—

Multiple épmparisopq of the Effects 6f'69mp6nents‘oflzhé Model
on.Males' Ratings of Clarity of Confrontation ° )

.

, Component? , None F C FC B BC BT BFC
Mean: . 4,35 4.08 2.71 2.60 2.55 2.18 2.10 1.80
Duncan's Multiple Range: ' . ' -
= - 1
) Means underlined by a common line are not siénificantly different p<.0l
Higher scores indicate less clarity
e
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Multiplé Comparisons of the Effects of Componen;s of‘the Model
~ ' on Males' Ratings of Willingness to Change Behavior

. *
. .

Component: F None B cC °* BC . BF

\fuean: 2.34 2.60  2.96  3.03  3.10 3.12

>

o

Adalrbetn wt 4 el ae ™, en B e TRy o
R

<2

FC

3,15

Duncan's Multiple Range: ‘ — =

Zo

H

Means underlined by a common lineAarelhot significantly different p<.01

Higher scores indicate more willingness'to change °
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Figure 3 °

- L
[y

Multiple Comparisons of the Effects of Components of
. the Model on Males' Ratings of Openness to Negotiation

Component: ; None F FC BF B

Mean: ) . ) 3.52

~

« Duncan's Multiple Range:

’
%

~

Means underlined by a common line .aré not significantly different p<.0l

’

Hiéhgg scores indicate less openness to negofiation

s
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.. s . Figure 4

(2

Multiple Comparisons of the Effects of Components of the Model on Males'
Ratings of Understanding of Confronter's Point of View

N -

~

. Component: None T FC c B BC 1 BF BFC
Mean: 1.93 2.07 3.12 3.21 3.28 3.47 3.59 3.89
Duncan's Multiple Range: - ‘ T - R -

Means unde¥lined by 4 common line are not significantly different p<.0l

|
|
Higher scores indicate more understanding . i
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Figure 5

> » - = -

- - ‘ Multiple Comparisons oé the Effects of Components of the Model ( S -
N . . on Males' Ratings of Anger

Component: T None FC BC c BFC BF B FOC

Mean: . 3.29- 3.88 4,10  4.10 4.12 . 4.13  4.29  4.38 *

) \ . S N
" Duncan's Multiple Range: '

>

e ‘4 T 4 N . < - P
S - -- o x

Means underlined by a common line are not significantly different_gﬁ.Ol'

'Higher scores-indicdate a less angry reaction
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Q; Figure 6
» s - .o o~ -{ “ ' : » ’ >
" Multiple Components of the Effects of Components of the Model ) )
on Males' Ratings of Defensiveness \
; ~ { . .
Component : None FC c BC" BFC . BF B ° .F -
Mean: 3.22 0 2,70  2.58 2.56 2.51 2,46  2.44 2.28
oo s . ( ;-
Duncan's Multiple Range: —— ‘
Means underlired by a common line are not significantly different p<.01 . . » 1.
) " Higher scores indicate more defensiveness . )
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Figure 7
. ) N i R . . L
- s e -

Multiple Comparisons of the Effects of Components of ‘the Model on.

) i “ . Males' Ratings of Desire to Withdraw from Confrontation ! ©
_ Compoment: ‘Nene FC - BF . BFC F' ¢y BC' ° B
. '.’ L~ oL ® . . i = |' '
Mean: o 3.65 - 413 L4 4022 ‘4,23 4.23' 4,27 4,40
. . » - ‘ . - d N . . %
] Duncan's Multiple Range: . - - ——
. ' ' ~ ‘ A\
Means underlined by a common line are n?t significantly different p<.01 =,

Higher scores. indicate less desire for withdrawal '~ >
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Figure 8

Multiple Comparisons of the Effects of Components of the Model
on Males' Ratings of Desire to Withdraw from the Relationship

~

Component: None FC BF BC Cc F ) B BFC

Mean: 2.09_~— 1.71 1.58 - 1.50 ° 1.49 1.45 . 1l.44 1.40

Duncan's Multiple Range: — . . '<

Means underlined by a common line are not significantly different p<.0l

Higher scores indicate more desire for withdrawal .

~
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Figure 9
b

-~

on Males' Ratings of Effectiveness of Confrontation

Component: F None C B FC
Mean: 4,07 3.78 3.36 . 3.34 3.18

Multiple Comparisons of the Effects of Components of the Model

BF

3,13

puncan's Multiple Range:
;

Means underlined by a common line are not significantly different p<.0l

Higher scores indicate lower effectiveness
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- Figure 10

e Effects of Components of the .

) . ‘ / Multiple Comparisons'éf th
ith Confrontee

Model on Males' Ratings of Identification w

-

Comgbnent:: : F None C FC BC B BF BFC
&

Mean: ' 2.62 _ 2.78 2.93 2.96 3.05 3.07 3.30 3.46

Duncan's Multiple Range ‘ '

- . Means underlined by a common line are not significantly different p<i0l

Higher scores indicate more identification . .
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